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larger reality that can drive the outcome. For many important negotiations, both large and small, your focus should extend well beyond the table where you plan to hammer out your target deal. Instead, that table should represent the culmination of a carefully orchestrated "negotiation campaign," a series of related negotiations on different "fronts" that best set you up for end-state success.
For example, consider Boeing's $11 billion sale of 787 Dreamliners and other planes to Air India in late 2005. A naïve understanding of this transaction might envision two monolithic entities, Boeing and Air India, hammering out the terms, overcoming a price gap and cross-cultural differences. Yet the messy reality leading to that ultimate target deal involved an extended negotiation campaign: literally dozens of individual but linked negotiations, orchestrated on several fronts, involving an array of parties over time and across borders.
Negotiations on internal corporate fronts garnered support and approval from the engineering, operations, finance, and marketing divisions, as well as top executives and boards of directors. Negotiations on the external financial front involved banks, export promotion agencies, and leasing companies. And given the Indian state's ownership stake in the airline, negotiations on the political/national front concluded with Boeing agreeing to partner with Indian manufacturers to supply a certain amount of domestic content and to create local maintenance and pilot training organizations. Successfully orchestrating these component negotiations on multiple fronts finally generated sufficient support for the record-breaking target contract.
From Single Deals to Negotiation Campaigns
In contrast to the sweep of this example, negotiation scholars primarily study the individual deal as their "unit of analysis". Using lab experiments, mathematical models, and statistically controlled field studies, scholars tend to be preoccupied with the challenging process by which parties interact at the table, their stated positions, deeper interests, communication patterns, tactical choices, and other factors such as gender or culture that may influence the outcome of a single negotiation or class of similar transactions.
i This "single deal focus" also characterizes most popular negotiation books.
While doing one deal well requires a certain set of skills, designing and executing a broader negotiation campaign calls for a more strategic approach:
artfully putting a number of deals together, often on multiple fronts, to realize a larger result, typically an ultimate target agreement with sufficient support in the right quarters to make it stick. In other cases, negotiation campaigns aim to block undesirable outcomes or shore up negotiating weakness at the target table.
Negotiation campaigns come in many shapes and sizes. A small-scale "internal" campaign may seek to generate the support needed from many organizational units for a proposed project to be greenlighted. A mid-scale campaign may be required to get an industry association to adopt a highly contested technology standard, such as Blu-Ray or USB 3.0, that will favor different member firms, depending on who has "bet" on which technology.
Massive campaigns may be required for major cross-border mergers, such as Mittal Steel's actions to take over Luxembourg-based Arcelor, Europe's largest 
Six Steps in a Negotiation Campaign
In headline form, designing a negotiation campaign normally calls for at least six key assessments and choices. While listed sequentially, these six factors often depend on each other. As you'll see from the more detailed examples that follow, you'll typically need to iterate among these factors them to settle on the most promising campaign design and execution.
Envision the ultimate target deal(s).
What is the ultimate target deal or deals and which parties must be supportive to ensure its sustainability? Will a single authoritative "yes" do the trick, or does lasting success require weaving a larger winning coalition of support-even a network of linked agreements--perhaps across organizational lines? In such complex settings, the simpler "decision-maker and influencers" model, beloved of many sales executives, will often prove inadequate to the tangled reality.
Decide how your campaign will influence your target deal.
Negotiation campaigns typically seek to improve your odds of achieving a target deal or deals. To do this, with the ultimate negotiation(s) in mind, will your basic campaign approach mainly seek to enhance the value of the target deal ("sweeten the carrot"), worsen the other parties no-deal alternatives ("enlarge and sharpen the stick"), improve your own no-deal options (a better walkaway for you), or a adopt a combination of these elements? often requires great imagination and creativity. To "get the parties right"-to build a sustainable winning coalition and deal with potential blockers--goes far deeper than the usual circles-on-a-chart "stakeholder analysis".
4.
Group the parties into "fronts". If there are many parties, the concept of "fronts" can prove vital to campaigners. A front consists of a set of parties that can usefully be grouped together and treated as a modular unit for purposes of organizing a campaign, allocating negotiating effort, and strategically relating the parts of the negotiation to the whole. In the brief Boeing-Air India example above, these included internal corporate fronts for each firm (across multiple divisions and units), national/political front, and the external financial front. While a front can consist of a single (important) party, it will more often be a collection of parties that, when grouped, simplifies strategic reasoning about the complex whole. Miniace needed an answer to the union's credible capacity to say "no" by a costly slowdown or strike. He embarked on a negotiation campaign to re-set the target table, so that, to the longshoremen, "yes" to Miniace's technology proposal would look better than "no". 
Assess interdependencies among fronts.

Getting the Parties Right
Unlike negotiations in which your across-the- We often find it helpful to brainstorm and sketch an "all-party map" of the full set of actually and potentially involved parties, both internal and external. On this map, you should indicate each party's interests, no-deal options, and relationships in order to assess potential winning (and/or blocking) coalitions among them.
You'll construct your campaign from this all-party map.
In contrast to the large-scale longshoremen campaign, consider a much leading to a deal with the Bentonville category manager. Like all campaigners, however, she needed to identify the right parties.
To do this, she identified the target table in Bentonville and mapped backward, in effect asking "whose support would we ideally have at target stage?"
Then she asked similar questions about how best to get those supportive players on board. And so on. This led her to a bootstrapping process, starting with people with whom Talley had worked in the past and enjoyed credibility, and sequencing to more senior players. In this process, she consistently framed her approach in terms of Walmart's obsession with driving costs out of the system. In Sarah Talley's words:
We started with the people we knew and had conducted business with over the years and then expanded to their contacts. . . .We first of all got the support of the team and regional buying team out in the field, and then we got the support of the buying team at the home office. . . .
I had conversations with a few regional buyers, and there were new regional buyers out in the field, and everyone took the time to kind of listen when you say, "I know how I can save you money. We can do it better."
These types of questions and statements will usually get someone's attention, especially those for whom everyday low prices drive their mentality. . . The regional buyers that we worked with over the years were certainly used as lobbyists for our co-manage campaign . . ..
In the course of this persistent campaign to negotiate a coalition of supporters, Talley uncovered the fact that Walmart had been in such a heavy 
When Getting the Parties Right is More Challenging: "Social
Mapping." The contrast is striking between Talley's initial direct negotiating approach, which not only failed but backfired, and her later, well-orchestrated negotiation campaign, which succeeded. Getting the parties right, and understanding their interests, was a fairly straightforward mapping exercise, bootstrapping from well-known players onward. In other cases, especially involving quite unfamiliar settings, a more systematic approach may be useful to construct an all-party map.
Take the case of the Hong Kong & China Gas Company (HKCG), whose traditional, highly mature, business was to supply piped gas to Hong Kong's apartments and businesses. When China acceded to the WTO, HKCG decided on a long-term growth strategy to take over the natural gas distribution systems in select mainland Chinese cities, upgrade them, and run them in a highly efficient manner. With China growing at 9-10% annually, and placing increased emphasis on clean fuels such as natural gas, this appeared to be a compelling strategy.
To execute it, however, required HKCG to undertake challenging joint venture (JV) negotiations. Barriers included the multiplicity of governmental and other involved parties as well as the entrenched managers of existing Chinese gas distribution systems. These managers enjoyed considerable status and power over local system revenues and jobs and were natural opponents of "outsiders" running the system. To overcome these barriers via a negotiation campaign, HKCG Managing Director Alfred Chan indicated the importance-and difficulty--of getting the parties right:
The negotiation process usually started with HKCG "testing the waters" by conducting due diligence on a local partner in order to get clearance from the local government for setting up a JV. Almost fifty percent [emphasis supplied] of our time and effort was spent on gaining an understanding of:
(i) the market (city of operation), (ii) stakeholders (various city/provincial government officials) and (iii) other counter-parties (lawyers, other bureaucrats).
This "social mapping" process often involved befriending lower level target company personnel as well as using intermediaries-once HKCG could distinguish the genuinely connected from the bogus--who regularly offered their services and requested fees. As a JV team member observed, "Who could we trust and who really mattered to the decision? It was never obvious from the company's organization chart, we had to figure it out. In the end it was and will always be a judgment call. In China, you are always dealing with the people and not just the project." Several years into this new strategy, HKCG had completed over eighty . . . while negotiating the first several JVs, we tended to think of the project planning, engineering, and financing aspects as the "real challenges." As we gained more experience, however, we often found that-as difficult as the technical aspects could be -negotiating the "people" side of the equation right was often the most difficult and critical factor for project success.
Most negotiation advice simply takes the parties as an obvious given, a point of departure from which to craft strategy and tactics. Parties are merely those on the "other side of the table," right? By contrast, successful negotiation campaigners know that, given inevitable ambiguity, "getting the parties right" via an evolving all-party map takes real effort and creativity.
Defining and Orchestrating Fronts
A front consists of a set of parties that can usefully be grouped together and treated as a modular unit for purposes of organizing a campaign, allocating negotiating effort, and strategically relating the parts of the overall negotiation to the whole. Given an all-party map, fronts can be defined on the basis of a number of different characteristics, but the main criterion is usefulness in simplifying the strategic structure of an otherwise complex deal. For example, in the longshoremen-shippers example above, fronts included, among others, the internal (PMA's 72 member shipping companies) and external business allies; in the Frey Farms-Walmart case, field buyers and category managers.
sectors or locations (e.g. bank debt holders, "Brussels regulators"). They may be organizationally related (e.g., the Japanese division, staff from different agencies of a state government, "internal" corporate units of a target acquisition). They may share key interests or tight relationships to each other (e.g., environmental NGOs, members of the family with a controlling corporate interest, ENA alumni in France). While a front can consist of a single (important) party, it will more often be a collection of parties that, when grouped, simplifies strategic reasoning about the complex whole. another-will generally drive your choices about orchestrating the campaign.
Three Broad Classes of Moves to
Moreover, the moves are rarely isolated, pure versions; hybrids and combinations of these moves are common. For example, decisions to separate and later combine fronts will normally involve sequencing choices. Further, you will not normally exercise sole control over these choices, especially in "competitive" campaigns, where you'll need to anticipate and react to countermoves by other players.
Finally, each class of moves has a counterpart choice in more standard negotiation analysis from which you can draw insight; issue linkage and sequencing are important topics in their own rights. Nevertheless, a few remarks and examples illustrating each class of moves provide useful insight into orchestrating campaigns.
Combine or separate fronts?
Since one purpose for thinking in terms of fronts is to simplify very complex situations, dealing separately with each front may make sense for purely logistical reasons. In many cases, keeping fronts apart is wise since progress on each front separately sets up the next front and there is no special value to combining them. In the shippers-longshoremen example, or the Frey Farms-Walmart case, each front served as a steppingstone for the next, with the negotiating focus on "easier" fronts first.
In other cases, linking or combining fronts at carefully chosen points in a campaign makes sense. (The best timing and conditions for linking typically call for sequencing judgments, which we discuss shortly.) Traditional negotiationbased reasons for combining fronts may involve joint gains from "package deals,"
where success on each front offers a resource (e.g., capital, intellectual property, a valuable customer) worth most when combined in the target result. Or leverage from success on one front may be useful in another.
When the situation calls for process transparency and consensus, all the various fronts may be combined from the outset, although smaller-scale, private interactions in advance may support the larger process. More commonly, doing the target deal often requires that some or all fronts be brought together. Washington fronts could each in effect "veto" the deal, he intensively worked each front separately until they were ripe to be "combined" in critical meetings that set up the finale. The campaign fronts finally converged in New York during a brutal, completely independent of each other--in that progress or impasse on one front does not affect the prospects elsewhere-sequencing is irrelevant. However, when fronts are interdependent in different ways, you'll need to think through the most promising sequence.
Take a clear cut case in which there is a critical path to the final result; that is, progress on front A absolutely depends on progress or success in front B.
Obviously, you should start with B. If a critical potential partner will only made a deal with you conditional on your financing being locked in, you'll need to concentrate on the financial front first.
by success elsewhere, you should normally focus elsewhere first. For example, you may devote special attention to getting a highly reputed lead investor, a wellregarded anchor tenant, or a "name" donor early in the process. If you are successful, the limited partner front, the satellite tenant front, or the smaller donor front may join much more quickly and on much better terms. (By the way, concentrating on the "easier" fronts first in such cases may actually make the "harder" ones more difficult, since the prior terms may need to be renegotiated for success with the "harder" front.)
Suppose you've set your sights on signing up a potential high profile investor or name donor as the object of an initial financial campaign. Getting to that target player on board may require a campaign in itself, mapping backward to find the optimal sequence. When target Party A tends to defer to Party B, or when Party B enjoys credibility and influence with Party A, you may concentrate early efforts on the front containing Party B. For Sarah Talley, field sales people with whom she had successfully worked, and who enjoyed credibility with more senior category managers, were a natural bridge to the higher-level category managers.
In preparing the ground for a financial transaction on which we once advised, we mapped backward from the target CEO to his trusted CFO, and to an analyst that had great credibility with the CFO. By expending significant early efforts at persuading the analyst of the merits, it was much easier to get agreement from the CEO, who, when presented with the proposal, immediately turned to his CFO for advice, and who, in turn, asked the analyst. fronts, the better you are at making great individual deals, the more value the logic of negotiation campaigns will add to your target results.
